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.
FOREWORD

During recent months, severaf topics of current interest have

been dealt with and published.by the Bureau of Educational Research

and Services. Another in that series of educational concerns is

now being made available, thanks to the recent research into group

bidding practices for schools conducted by Mr. Dan O'Shea and.

Dr. Donald L. Piper.

The topic isa current one in light; especially, of 'the growing

interest in financial.belt-tightening by many school districts

across the state and nation. Group bidding and the concomitant

group purchasing arrangements in which several school systems are

presently engaged is but one answer.

The authors of this research study have discovered some facts

that should be of considerable interest to scboorhuperiniendents,

business managers, and board of education members as they make

purchasing arrangements for upcoming fiscal years. Although group

bidding and group purchasing may not be a panacea for school's

financial plights, some alternative suggestions for'partial solO-
.

tion may emergetas a result of this study..

Larry L. Smiley, Director
Bureau of Educational Research and Services

No'vember, 1976
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I N7RODUCTI ON

The'public.school represents the largest business in most

North Dakota communities., TheoxtOnt .to which the school remains

capable of maintaining public support and confidence is determined

to alarpi.extOnt by the effectiveness of theprevniliog business

practices. Recently hudgees'of school distActs hilve ome under

careful scrutiny, as school boards and adMinistrators "endeavoe,to

meet the demands of-rising and inflated costs. At the same time,
,

these officials are eetpeliod tor maintain a reasonable tox load,on
1 r ,

school patrons. Prudent ftscal!:practices'.and afective management,

of the distOct's money is essential to stimuldting confidence'in

f the adminietration:and managementorthe school.

Those who presently manage the school districts in North Dakota

. may be operating within a limited set of options. Limiting factors

may include the size of the district, geographical location, tax,

base, per capita revenue, and distance from the larger cities.

School districts located further from the major cities may be in-

ifluenced in purchasing decisions by factors such as; (a) trans-

)
1

))

portation, (b limited quantity of purchases, )c) limited inventory
r.

of each item, and (d) limited choice of material for selection.

North Dakota'is a, rural state. Its high school districts are

many. .They are .usually large in territory, with few students per

square mile of attendance area. There is a 'tendency by school

boards to purchase many items locally, thus keeping tax money home-,-
e'

feediog money back into the local economy whenever possible. When

few ,items of a kind are purchased, the small district oftenpays

the Lull price as well as a high. delivery charge. A larger'dis-
,

erict, which is located.at a transport,ation and/or induatriO1 center

1



.
'Vargo, Grand Forks, Bismarck, Minot) May have several

advantages when purchasing. The larger district can purchase in

greater quantity than the smaller rural district and transportation

may be les. costly. .

The major portion of ichool budgets is tied up in-salaries

which are contracted as a result of collective negotiations and

cannot be reduced in an effort to realize a savings. However, some'

school districts claim to be making some progress at leveling the

school cost curve by processes of purchasing often referred to as

group bidding and cooperative purchasing. Hardware and software

used in the educational programs and their support services repre-

"sent a substantial expenditure in most schobl district budgets.

Procedures implemented which effect savings in those funds' currently

expe3ded for "supplies and equipment, may impact school distritt

budgets significantly.

In North Dakota, groups of school districts have joined to-

gethergether in order to avail themselves of whatever advantages cooper-

ative purchasing may offer. One group of districts composed of

fourtei of the largest school districts in the stat9 is the North

Dakota School Study Council (NDSSC). Another Alpdiscovered

when the survby was Conducted - -is the Southeast Regional School

Purchasing Association ( SRSPA). The NDSSC is composed of repre-

sentativessentatives of the school districts of: Bismarck: Bottineau, Devils

Lake, Dickinson, Fargo, Grafton, Grand Forks, Jamestown, Mandan,

Minot, Valley City, Wahpeton, West Fargo, and Williston. The SRSPA

-'includes the school districts of: Chaffee, Edgeley, Ellendale,

Enderlin, Nankidspn, Kindred, Kulm, LaMoure, LnrimOre, Lidgerwood,

'
4

Lisbon, Milnor, Montpelier, Napoleon, North Sargent at Gwinner,

2



North Central of Rogers, Oakes, Page', Sargent Central at Formtin,

Sheldon, Verona, Wishek, and Wyndmere.

Representatives of'the two organizations of districts Hated

above have claimed that significant pavings in purchasing ronult

from this cooperation. How much saving s% school district may real-

.4
ize by participation in a process of cooperative purchasing is the

question which has provided the researchers the direction for this

study.

Endeavoring to ascertain the exrbntuf savings realizedthrough'

'systems of cooperative purFhasing, the reseqrchers conducted a sur-

vey-of:high school districts in North Dakota. Though hundreds of

items, are purchased by school districts, price information''on only

fourteen selected items was sought. Prices paid'by districts of

varying size (enrollment) and varying geographic location were

analyzed to determine what diffeeences might influence a district

toward or away from cooperative purchasing.

METHODOLOGY AND PRESENTATION OF DATA

.

A survey was used in this study to help determine whether a

school district can realize significant savings 'by participating

//in a system of cooperative purchasing wit'h other school districts.

The survey included all high school districts in.North Dakota, the
/

fourteen members of the North Dakota SChool Study Council (NDSSC)

vccepted. These districts were omitted because the bid prices on

the survey items were made a enable to the researchers by a member

nf the NDSSC. Another group of districts was found to be engaged

in group bidding. This, group generally located in the southeast-

ern part of North Dakota, is c lied the Southeast Rigional School



Purchasing Asmodiation (SR1'A). Permission, was requested to use

the group bidding data., ThIa Information was repotiedin thatablee

and the data analysed id a manner similar to that of the NDSSC.

ttlearch questions

Therosearcherswere interested in finding out the following

information about each of the selected fourteen items:

1. What was the price paid for each item by region and by

district enrollment?

2. What was the range in high price to low price on each item

by region and by district enrollment? .

1. What was the average and median price paid for each item

by region and by district enrollment?

4. Now did the prices paid for the fourteen items by non-

participating districts compare with prices paid by those districts

which were participating in cooperative b /dding?

Instrumentation

Six budget categories were selected for the study: (a) Office
f

and teacher supplies, (b) Art supplies, (c) Physical education

supplies, (d) Paper supplies, (c) Audio-visual supplies, and (f)

Custodial supWes. These categories were chosen because they re-

present areas in which all NDSSC members made selections in 1975-76.

The categories identify budget areas which encompass the vast maj-

ority of software items which are purchased consistently by district

after district in North Dakota,

More than one thousand separbte items are included in the

NDSSC bidding system._ The researchersattempteeto select at least

iwo items in each of the six categorlfts. The purpose' of this



'strategy was to eiLnce the opportunity of a survey respondent to.,

have purchaied and consequently be enabled to report price Bate on

at least one item in es0 category. The items ultimately selected

are generally representative of high quantity items purchambd by

NDSSC districts in the 1975-76 bidding. The resnarchorsassumed

that those items representing high purchase frequency in the NDSSC

districts would have a comparably.high demand by all districti in

North Dakota.

The information sought was the price per unit a district paid

for each of fourteen selected items in 1975.' The items selected

were: (a) number two lead pencils, (b) spirit masters, (c)ditin

iluid, (d) five-inch scissors, (e) modeling clay, (f) basketballs -

leather - Seniot' High, (g) athletic tapc, (h) spirit deplicator

paper, (i) red construction paper, (j) white dreiving paper; (k) phdto

copy traesparencx.vaheets,, (1) therMal spirit masters, (m) toilet

paper, and (n) floor finish.

Respondents were simply asked to provide information about

the quantity of each item purchased, the pric e paid,per unit,,and

whether the district was participatifig in any endeavor of coopera-

tive purchasing with other districts.

Collection of Data

The survey instrument was mailed to all of the approximately

two hundred fifty high school districts in North. Dakota excepting

the fourteen members of the NDSSC. A letter of introduction ex-

plaining the purpose and scope of the study accompanied the survey.

With address labels provided by the Department of Public Instruc-

tion, the letter (Appendix A), and survey instrument (Appendix B).
O. A4

were mailed to the superintendents of.each of the school districts.
t
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'dielf-addressed, stamped return' envelopes were included.

each superintendent was asked to take a few minutes to cum

plete"the sur Alch was requested to indicate the quantity

purchased and the price paid for each of the fourteen items.

Superintendents were assured that the information would not he

identified with the names of the district.in the reporting of the

data. Potential.respondente were informed of the temearchera' in-

tent to generate data which would support or reject argument. fav-

oring cooperative purchasing. Usable responses were received from

eighty -six (41 percent) of the two hundred eleven' potential dis-

tricts (two hundred forty-eight high school districts. less, the

fourteen members of NDSSC, less the twenty-three members of WM).

Np attempt was made to follow up those districts who did not return

the.murvey.'

Analysis of the Data

'The Governor of North Dakota established eight planning re-

siOns for the purpose of tlelivering state services for 1975-77

(see map in Appendix C). The regions referred to in this study

are identfcal to the geographic regions mentioned. above.

,Sistricts were listed region by region and the prices paid

for each of the fourteen items 'were charted. Price's were totaled,

averages were computed and charted, and the range of highspricc to

. low price was identified. Summaries ,iof price 'comparisons were

developed by listing. information for all eight regions on a chart

ipcluding range, mod /an, average, NDSSC bid, SRSPA bid, average

savings, and percent of savings for each of the fourteen items.

Size of district comparisonswere done for each of the fourteen

Itempbyrecoiding the range, mediate, and average priceti for small,



.

Pidtwo4. and Wile district. (by enrollment). Comparisons wars

WI" with NDSSC and SKSPA bid Prleos. Avoca'. eavingo and percent

of

114"11"
wee. 41/40 Chart.4.

A coalfield" htlee war computed for oac of the fourteen itomO

The PurPoNe of the compaito was to compare all dist/let'

-Orteop. regardless of also or goographie location. )with pricoa paid

by dtetrietv engaged In grouP'bdding. .Thocompoalto range reflects

the leeset011414Rheet pricer Per item /serums the sample. The com-

a posit% average ill the overall (statewide) average without regard

to 'lie* or gObStAbhle areas. rho -vompoatto adian is,-the median-

for the total sample witimut regard to size or geographical areas.

Those composkts Pituras pormit Statewide comparisons.'

Stec`ytdc u

The reeultOof this study clear'ly demonetrete

saVinA whens occur

percent of savings

Table Examples

that significant

Rroup bidding practices arts employed. A higher

resulted in lower priced items as revealed in

of this which'were censiatent to both thi NDSSC.

and the "SNSPA g groups were scissors (52. percent and 62 per-

cent savingoIl (47 percent and 35 percent savings):.spirit

Etcetera (39 percent and 36 percent savings); ditto fluid (36 per-

ceal(,

e f

lg percent savings); modelingtelly. (39 percent and 38 per-

cent savings); and thermal masters (43 percent and 44 percent

savings). Exceptions

ehOWtd.a saVIngA Of

to this trend were transparency sheets which

26 percent for NDSSC schools and 18 percent

for sltspA schools and drawing paper which' revealed savings of 51

percent, and 8 percent respectively for these bidding., groups. Con-

versei y higher cost items resulted in a lower percent of savings

as iihtoin in bilsket.64118. trainren/_.ly sheet,. eras finish

,7



TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF STATEWIDE PRICES FOR SURVEYED ITEMS IN COMPARISON WITH NDSSC AND SRSPA BID PRICES

..E.N..amo.L.arrioimmim.rosminammirwarkwr

Item

Pencils

Spirit Masters

Ditto Fluid

Scissors, p

Modeling 'clay

Basketballs

Athle4clipe

Sgrittuplicator Paper

Cdnstru4ion.Paper, ,

DrayiPaper

Trinsparancy,beets

Thermal. Masters'

Toilet ?per

,Floor Finish

Range

of

Prices

ti

Composite

(Average)

Price

$ 3.72 - 10.68

2.25 - 8.00,

,1.21 - 5.40.

2.25 - 13.08

.65 - .95

20110 - 40.00

20.93 - 48.96

.81- 4.39 /

3.02 - 7.20

2.68 - 6.50

1269 - 40.45

2.63 - 11.80

12.00 - 36.40

18:75 7 49.50

NDSSC Percent

Bid of

Priceto Savings

$ 7'01
$ 3.72

3.68 2.23

3.05 1.94

5.37 2.59

.72 44

28.10 22.44

27.56 20.49

157 1.15

5):08 3.02

4.31 2.12

22.03 '16.21

5.04 : 2.89

23.19 %, 20.95

29.16 22.53

SRSPA Percent

Bid of

Price Savings

47. $ 436 35

39 2.34 36

36 1.90 38

52 2.05 62

39 .45 38

20 26.45 6

26' 23.20 16

27, 1.40 11

41 3.70 27

51 3.97. 8

26 18.10 18.

43 2.84 44

10 4 25.90 -12*
it

23 21.50 26

negitive,i0la ship °The SRSPA bid:pricile, is higher, than the Composite rice.

a.



Table 1).

The SRSPAbid price for toilet paper was the only instance in

, which no.saVings was demonstrated. The

than the compogite (average) price. With

one cincidence of negative relationship

savings was demonstrated in every case.

SRSPA bid price was more

the exception of this

prices4 tubstantialin

Figure 1 shows the relationships of prices paid by the two
. , .

- groups of districts which pui.chase cooperatively, through bidding,

.to the statewide average price paid for each ofthe4ourteen items.

An example of this is in the price paid for pencils. The statewide

average price is $7.01 per gross. The NDSSC price per gloss is'

$3.72 and the'SRSPA price:'is $4-56. These prices are compared

with the statewide average in. Figure 1 as representing prices

which are 53-ptant'and 65 percent of the statewide average price

(10102. The otheritemsin Figure 1 are compared in the same fash-

ion with 411e bid prices shown as.percentages of the statewide

average price.

Price Comparisons by Regions

North Dakota was divided into eight geographic regions by the

Governor of the state in 1975. The purpose of that regional divi-

sion was to facilitate equity of deliverance of, state services.

The researCh.for this study employed these identical regial

boundaries (see Appendix'C for a description of regions.)

The average prices paid for each of the fourteen items within

each of the regions are listed in Table These vrices were' cam-

'pared with the NDSSC- and SRSPA bid prices to note geographical

differences. The following items are noted as relevant information

perinlnIng to reglon6V-cOmariaiins:

9.
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1. No school district in Region I report

.2: One school.districtinegion I

masters. i o

3. Yn the case scillsers,

P .twenty-si/differeilt p

frOIM,16est fiAligbest

\,//. ; '1

menoit is eld eltample.

study. Itti this inst

.prices for pencils.

rr.orted. purchasing spirit

relatively inexpensive item,

ri .; with/ a difference of $10.83-
//r,./ f

rycer/were reported. This pheno-..

What,occasionally occurred -in this
. .

ce as in several other instences,,

//dn unusually high ,o ,unusually low price for a parXicular

item was repbrted

by one school ($13.

price reported ($

and one-half tim

the researchers'

iptent here is

.as unexplained phenomena wtrichwere revealed in the study.

However, thest unusually high and/or low prices may tend

to create

/The highest price for scissors paid

8)Fas$4.68 more than the next highest'

.40). "T is high price was more than two

the 'm dian price ($4.95).- It is not

to dispute quoted prices; the.intent

to literally expose theSe.unusualPrices

a Aistoxted difference favoring or disfavoring

looperative bidding:,

4. One school in Region I reported.purchasing clay; no school

in Region ri reported purchases of clay.

5. One school in /Region I reported purchasing white drawing'

paper. Regions II, III, V, and VI showed average prices -

which were less than the SRSPA bid,-price ($3.97) for

white drawing paper.

6. No school in Region

sheets.

7. Fewer schools repor

I reported purchasing transparency

ed prices for toilet tissue than any

12 17



other item. Prices reported for toilet tissue showed the

least advantage for grOup bidding of- those items in the

study. A comparison of region averages wit the' SRSPA

bid pricess revealed the regigelstrages to:n:1er thin the
'

bid price for Coilet tissue id AVery instance

8. The prices remtedfolCfaoor finish demnratlete a greater
e. I

range than any of the other items studied.

The information included in Table 2 is of Speculative'inter-

est. Atsumink the;deta to be accurately; predictive, ft would

'IS
:

appear that schools in Regions I, 'V, VIII, eneVIII have ihe.best

.., 1.:,Chance of securing a price for school supplies which is laweE 4an
.

...,!4-'. -.t.

th'e statewide average. Rchools,in Regions 144 III, aiiit'174e.
"';'1:. '

.. -.

likely to pay a higher pri#O:4 Or supplies than the statewide aver-
,

age. In comparing the)411:116nnd SRSPA bid prices, Table 2 shows'

greater savings occurring very consistently when comparing prices
, .

with Regions VI, II', and Ig.in that order. However,. it is noted

that substantial savings were in. evidence throughout the compari-

sons of the various regions favoring the schools engaged in group

bidding.

Price Comparisons by Oistrit Enrollment

All high school districts in the state were initiated to parti-

cipate in the survey which sought price information on the fourteen

selected school supply items. Of the two hundred eleven school'

;
districTs who purchase independently, eighty-six.* percent) con-'

tributed substantial information to the present study. The eighty-
.

six participating districts Were divided into three arbitrary 1

sizes with approximately,one-third distributed to each category.

The enrollment categories chosenwere 0-475 athdents, 176-300.

- 4 1 0 13 woo



WILE 2

\RICE COMPARISON BY'REGION

Item v
Average Prices By Regions limn,.

Bid

,

.

SRSPA
Bid.. I II III IV. V . VI ,VII: VIII

PanCila '
Spirit Masters

DIttO Fluid

Scissor)

Mgdelip Clay
*1.

Badketlialla :

Athletic Ta0,.-..

.Spirtt' -'

DuplteatoPaPer i

C truciion Paper

Dra itg iwpei

ira parency Paper.

Th 1 Masters .

T filet, Tissue

oor Finish

.
*,

2°.85

. 3.16

'4.36

* ..70 .'

30.81

.'29.1b

1.28

4.46

5.40

*
s

4.60,
.

17.95-

20.00

7.45

-3.53

3.11

5.80

*

.10.04

29.34

1:58

. 534
,

3.96

18.11

4.96

25.88

21.12

10.09

'4.71

3.24

6.89

.72

26.95

-26.02 .

1.44

5.09

3:56

23.38.

5.73

22.83
.

25.70

7..44

3.90

2.74.

S.28

.69

27.26

26.53

1.72

5.58

4..95,

r9.27

.' 5425

2360
;'''

27. 03'

6.01

3.64

3.01

3.26/

.74

/. 25.63 .

24.95

1.57

5.05

3.85

29,38

5.12

23.70

.28.75

:

4.5.90

7.45

3.62

3.44

6.12

jP7,

31.08,

32.97

1.88

3.48

20:38

5.36
, .

22.76.

20.19

5.93

3.16

2.41

4.56

,78

29.48

26.42.

: 1.50

4.83

A...67

21.75

4a0

IS.17
. /

31.88

7.32

3.45

-,3.00

4.88

.69

"25.7A

28.46

1.58

5.05

4.14

18.53

4.52

22.69 °

31.05

3.72

2.23 .

1.94

2.59

.44

22.44

20.49

1:15

3A1.

2..12

16.21

2.89

20.95

2253/..

..-
4.56

2.34 i
.

1:90

2.31,

.45

26.45

23.10

1.40

3.70

3.97,

18.16

2.84

25.90

21.50

*No price received from this region for this item.
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students and above 300 students. These categories may be eferred

to' elsewhere in the study:as small (0-175), medium (176-300) nd/or

1

large (above 300)."..

School district. :enrollment comparisons of prices paid b

schools purchasing independently with the prices accepted,by NDSS

and SRSPA- bidding are revealed.in .Tale 3. In this tale ranges '

of 'prices, medians, and Averages are listed; in addition to the

j.
- -6

IIDSSC,:and USPA bid prices 'and the average savings and. percent of '
405.

-
savings for eacy in comparison with fhe'avdrage of prices paid by

r ,

the 'Various' sites of schools fbr each of the faitirteen items surveyed.

Assumingtat, on ihe .average,Cone size of school 'is. likely
4

to pay the highest price, another the second highest price, and

the other the 10West. price, a comparison of the three sizes of
1

schoolsas revealed -bn Table 3 is quite interesting. The researchers

,

discoyered that small schools had the highest average priceOn the

fourteen' items seven times .ana,the second highest average price

'six times. There was only one item foe which small schools re-

ported the lowest average price (Spirit masters). Medium sized

' schools were 14ahtified as haying the highest average' price on. only
,

four items, the second highest a
i-

.average price on three items, and,
. ,

*.:.,..

,---,, lowest average price. orrieven items. .Large schools /had similar
... / .

success )havinghe highest average price on three items, the second
-., .

.highest average Price' on, five items, and lowest average price on

six items.

The bitkprices of MOSSO and SRSPA schools are a ntefeseing

constrast with prices paid by all three sizes of districts prthe

study. On every item but toilet paper there wag a sAvingsrangin

from a low of 20-perCent .(basketballs)' to a high of 52 percent

15
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) PRICE CO

tABLE'3

ISOM BY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Avera e Prices b School Enrol went EGSC Pe nt SRSPA Percent

Small Medium rge Bid Bid of

Item 4'. . (0-175) ,(176300) (Ab 300) Price Savings Pricer 'Savings

Spirit

3

Spirit Misters 1
.

,

.7.34 6.48

53 ' 3.63 3,88 2,23. 39 . 2.34 36

6.98 4 , 3,72' '47 456 35
_.,,

4 . i 4

Ili* Fluid 3,26 2.89 t ,298 ,:),1.\9,i ) i 36. 1.90 38

Acissois '5.04 N 6.36 ',! 4.71 k , 2,59' 52 2.05 62

Modeling Clay .76 :°. .69 '.71 .44 , 39 .45 4 38

,

,.

c'' Basketballs 0.29.13 27.41 27.48 22.44 ,20 ,.26.45, 6

Athletic Tape 27.99 28,61.. 26.18 20.49 26 23.20 16

, )

,l'iSpirit ,

'Duplicator Paper 1.61 1.69 1.41' '1,15

Construction Paper 5.11 4.82' 5.26 3:02,

Drawing Paper , . 4.31 4.44 4.19 2,12

Transparency, Sheets 23.64., 20..87 22.26 16,21

Thermal Masters 5,68 4.59 4.39 2.0

Toi'1et Tissue 23.08 22.89 23.61 '720.95

loor4?ini0 IP 30.16 28.92 28.49 22,53

t*A negative lalionshipi. The SRSPA bid price is higher than

42 1.40 11

41 3.70 27,

51 3.97 8

26 18.10 18

43 2.84 44 ,

10 25.90 -12*

23 ' 21.50 26

e average price.

a



(scissors) for NDSSC member, schoo 8. SRSPA schools revealed sav-

ings from a low of 6 percent (bask tballs) to a high of 62 percen*

(scissors). Table3Showa NDSSC sc ools as demonstrating Leavings
0;

of 25 percent or more on ten items. SRSPA schools exhibit savings

of 25 percent or More on seven of the foUrteen items surveyed.

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

'tfibAidliantilieq-and dreadvantages of school districts pur-

chasing independently or securing supplies through a system of

bidding are varied. Of certainty is the fact that there are strong

arguments favoring both s'stems. The purpose of this study was-to

find out if the data Would support arguments which claim that

school districts might save more when they purchase through coop-

erative bidding than when they function as independent buyers. To

initiate the study, a survey was taken of all North Dakota high

school districts which were known to be non-participants in group

purchasing. The results sought were the cost differences of four-

teen selected items. The differences were studied in order,to gen-

erate Comparative data in relation to; (a) -geqgraphic region,'

(b) size of school district, and (c) comparison to bids accepted

by the North Dakota School Study Council (posso and the Southeast

Rigional School Purchasing Association (SRSPA).

Limitations of the Study'

This study was confined to public schools in North Dakota.

Private and U. S. government schools were not included. The re-

search endeavor included all public high schlool districts in the

state. Although the results reveal adequate response, the study

represents only 41perceni of these distrtete -Invited Lpparticipatd.

17
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Hundreds of ltems are purchased by school districts throughout

the state.- This study, however, was limited to fourteen o the

most commonly purchased items.

The description of items in the survey may not have been spec

ific enough to assure that all figures reported were comparable,

although there was no evidence to ei4.eRt that this was a problem.

Quantity and shipping charges for items purchaiJi are other factois.

which may affect the prices which were reported by the;distrieta.

Conclusions

Regardless of the f?regoing limitatipns, the data

the present study clearly showed the advantages in cost savings

which result frinecooperative bidding practices by groups .of distriits.

The public expects its institutions to do. whatever is legally

possible to puiehase quality Items as cheaply /le they can. Often

there is considerable piessure on school boards and administrators

by businesses to purchase locally. Whether the price is high'or

low makes little or no difference to those who are persuaded that

school boards should keep the tax money at home.

It is generally accepted. that our public institutions must

be accountable for prudent fiscal management. At this time, more

than in any other period in the history of education, more money is

being spent on supplies, equipment) salaries, buildings, and all

other areas, of school budgets. School board and school patron in

quirt' and involvement concerning how money is pent is increasing

revealed by

daily as all the affairs of school operation become scrutipred-by

an increasingly aware and educated public. School operatioh and

management must exhibit a high degree of effectiveness and effdiency

146
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in order for board members and administrators to maintain their

positions of leadership. i

For, a small district purchasing few of any one item, the time

group bidding takes may not offset the savings. .But what is the

implication across the'state.for'alk the dis ricts? If 20 percent

or more can saved on each type of item p rchased throughout the

iv.
state,'consider how much"money could be saved in all the districts'

should they be afforded group bidding opportunities.

The data revealed-by the present'study provide substantial

argument in favor of a statewide system of bidding practices. The \

larger districts do not normally gain as much from group bidding

as do other smaller districts. This is due primarily to the fact

that larger quantities of items purchased allow the larger district

a substantial price-break:. The group bidding pro'cess thus enables

the smaller districts to obtain the advantages presently provided

their larger partners. The data in the present study reveal em-

OF

phatically the advantages group bidding participants have in pur-

chasing. Group bidding advantage was shown by both NDSSC and, SRSPA

on the majority of items selected for study with savings of more

than 25 percent in evidence. The larger quantity bidding NDSSC

exhibited savings of .20 percent to 52 percent on thirteen of the

fourteen items studied. This shows that the practice of purchasing

in larger quantities has a definite effect on amount of savings

realized. It is' the opinion of 'the researchers that this would

represent a significant savings in any business.

based upon an analysis oC the datii obtained, the following

conclusions arc drawn:
.

?

1.- .There was evidence that some difference exists between

19
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regiohs in the prices paid for the fourteen elected.

A study of the various average prices revealecI y regions

\
provided the following information: -,

..,

(a) Region VIII did not showthe'lowist price on any iteth,

yet listed the second lowest price on five items and

the third lowest price on four items.

(b) Region VII listed the lowest price.on th(ee items, the

second lowest price on two items, and the third lowest

price on three items.

. (c) Region V showedthelowest.price-on three items, the

second lowest price on one item, and the third lowest

price on three items.

(d) Region I, althOugb listing the lowest price on four

items, the second lowest price on one item, and the

third lowest price on one item, revealed prices in the

three highest price categories on two items.

(e) Region VI showed the highest price on five items and

the second highest price on two items.

(f) Regions II, III, and IV listed prices in the three

highest price ranges on six items.

Assuming the regional price information revealed above to

be consistently accurate, some basis,for making prediction

is revealed. It appears that-school districts included in

Regions V, VII, and VIII are likely to pay lower prices on

the average than school districts located in the other re-

gions. School districts in Regions II, III, IV, and VI are

more likely to pay higher prices on the average than dis-

tricts of other regions.

20
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2 The range in prices often varied as much within regions

and district disease itdidacross the regions and for all

the district sixes, Although the items are often the same

brand, and qUalitY1 the suppliers vary considerably

3,

in the retail price offered to schools in the same region

and to regions with boundaries which are contiguous.

Ad vantagest ripricesforgroup bidding schools were

with he exe eitien of toilet paper. To some, any savingst

in PorPhaigingby public institutions is .a significant sav-:

fi
inge, The Present study revealed a savings'of 25 percent'

obvious

,or more for NESS0 and SRSPA groupson'at least half of the

fburteen items selected for the study The NDSSC showed a

savings of from 10 percent to 52 percent. On five items

the savings to NDSSC schools was 40 percent or more. Eight

items showed a savings of 30 percent or more. Ten items

showed savings of 20 percent or more. The SRSPA listed

Savings of from 12 (or no savings) to 62 percent. SRSPA

schools lis ted a savings of 40 percent or more on two items,

more on six items, and 25 percent more on'30ptrcentor

eight items. SRSPA schools showed a savings of 18 percent

or less on six items.

Recommendations

Considering the limitations of the study and the conclusions.

Arawil. from the data, the following recommendations are presented:

1 Fur ther research should be conducted on this topic which will

ascertain the feas ibility of greater participationdbY school

districts in group bidding. .SOlne questions suggested by the

researchers which seem pertinent at this time follow:

21
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(a) Are the items selected-for this studi typical of all

supply items?

(b) Do school districts whiCh are'not presently participants

of group bidding want to become involved?

(c) "low much information about group bidding do schooldis

trictS have when they are not participating in 'group

-bidding?

(d). What are the problems for a district engaged in group

bidding?

(e) Whit are the quantities of the various lupply items Pur

chised in North Dakota?

(f) What amounts of money could besaved by totalparticipa

tion in a program of group bidding by all distkicts in

North Xakota?

(g) What are the reasons why cdoperative purchasing has not

gained wider Acceptance?
F

(h). Are users (jenitors, teachers, students) satisfied with

items purchSsed by group bidding?

(i) What is thepoptimum size of a cooperative purchasing or

ganization?
4

2.. It is recommended that price informatiOS be accumulated at the

state level and disseminated to distiicts'whtch }squest it.

It is recommended that organizations such as the Department of

Public Instruction and the North Dakota School Boards Associa

tion investigate the legality and praiticability of group bid-

-ding opportunities in order to establish format and procedures

by which school districts might'become-involved in multiple

district bidding.

22.



`.4%;\',Itta'recommegdid that the North Dakota.stat 11, legislature de-.

vol6p the mechanisms through whichadiatrict might more easily

become informed about and ultimately voluntarily participate.

in a statewide system of purchasing through bidding of achpol

supplies and equipment.

It is recommended that other districts seriously coAsider the

possibility of joining together in some trial attempts at

group purchasing or group bidding.

It is the researchers' opinion' that patrons of schools are

interested in the best possible education for their children and
A

are willing to pay the cost. They want schools managed in
I Of

efficient and effective ways. This includes purchasing wisely and

well. It follows that some form of. organization which wound effect

a savings of 20 percent or more would be desirable and should be

implemented. It is recognized by -the researchers that a system as

suggested would need a highly sophisticated process, probably re-

quiring technical and computer services. This technology; perhaps

already accessible at the state-level, may not be available at the

local district level.

In order to maintain the very important criteria of local con-

trol a school district should prdbably not be forced into a busi-

ness practice unless the local school board so decides. However,'

the opportunity to engage in group bidding and the information

about its apparent success is,. not now readily available to most

local school boards. Perhaps.an agency of the state could develop

the mechanism(after the development of quantity and price history)

whereby bids on supplies and equipment could. be let and accepted.

School districts when informed of the bid prices could at that time

23 2 8



decide which supplier and equipment they would want td _purchase

from the state bid. This is not to say that all schools should be

4

mandated to participate in 4 bidding system as this practice would

remove control from the local school district board. However,

mechanisms such as the one described above could be developed which

do not in shy way interfere with the decisions made by local

school boards. It seems that decisions on the local level could

be better decisions as the boards would have more information on

piiIi#s and equipment prices on which to base theiedecisions.

17
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Hear gift

p ..ou areerheps 70 to that the North Dakota School

Up of 11;1! districts in the sots) Purchases manYachool sup'

equipment
cooperatively. Study Council member districts

Study Council

11!itte 80 oonat
-..4y

seve_meinadetol-e noneY in this endeavor.

(made

How signant a eaving0
()emu to diaeovared. It ie the PurPoae

of school supply Purchases
of thieotudy to i

analYee fs ate moving. irkselecied areas

antn_ 0' -te,
e s

I 0,41mente heol Principal enrolled in the Educational Adminin%
an' ects1 ty se

ram at the Univ raitY

44 1101.00
..o partial fulfillment f the re

of North Dakota. This stud'
quirements of this degree.!tation. nada Ziler proS

P
jcb the .. 16.10- Council Purchase prices on a eeepla;of items. The:, ;

the back 'it'asat
With vcof eo.....e in completing till information

4r thiO 9" 14

dara,wach can be cony J:
requested on

... develop a cross section of

.44r4d lir`t able °tudY

mIlUe wii*-form be comp
in

by ,schooli size and

being collected from individual School districte,
aaographf location. Al..' )

though °Al trtilloe is
ech 'Pi; eta 1 not be identified by

o nforme N
name in the ,reporting of the/

date. % ti ii be reported by geograPhic regi4e, rathe

Wilx sod
°t 1.,4ect the argumen slavoring co oPeraiive Purcha ing.

than btu

i ndivid0 ort
01 sch on -° deVal4 some A ta whict2

tstanc

my intent t

).

poi jietricta. It i

e . astomitically/Olace.you on the mailing list to re-'
Your 00-a sports_ wilx district for Possible help

decent' cf the data relative to your
.ei've co-

4.11 fury(, the tions in
Purchasing/. More complete dissemination of the

date fto7,,o. eto., is being planned with the State hepastment of PubliC

root cc>w lk ct that it Will be included with a mailing of the
, Ill ,,,puli, expe ,

`-4-1Pcatd..
take y

It %do ne few minutes to provide the information requeited

pri the °7coenn1 the back of this page. I know h
right away and return noit

busy. You are, so I Lilac,

1975, OnelpflIeloSed'
stamped, self-addressed envelope. Your assistance

November

, but more important,

later than
tIlat YO/1 the :te thia

could aid Superintendents
pe a

actmos C to
'LI maging.purchasing decisions,

Yours t

Dan 0,0°
26
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT



PURCHASING SURVEY

'Are Viti presently participacing in Cooperative purchasing with another
district er.districtat No Yes
(If so, -how many other

m.

BudIf_k_CateAOrY

tl

ItOM

.

Quantity
purchased*

Price Paid
Per unit**

Office and
Teachlig
_Supplies________Madiumr-100-per_box

,,-

NO. 2 lead pencils

Spirit Mestere

Ditto Fluid

,

.

gross

box

gal.

Art Supplies

Scissors
5", rt. hand, pointed ,

Modeling. Clay
4 - 1/4 lb.equaree

doz.

. lb.

Physical Educe-
tion Supplies

--__,

Basketballs - Leather

Athletic Ti7i7a)

32 roll. speed pack
-4.

-

.

each

do.

pack

Paper.

Supplies

Spirit Duplicator Paper
8 1/2 X 11, 161

Red Construction Paper - 9 X 11

White Drawing Paper - 9 X 12

.

ream

ream.

ream

Audio-Visual
Supplies.

4

Photo Copy Transparency Sheets
8 1/2 X 10 1/2, black image on

'clear

_Thermal Spirit Masters

. box

box

Custodial
Supplies .

..._..

Toilet Paper - rolls
100 rolls per case

Fluor Finish - 5 gni. drum '1

. .

cane

drum

* 1975 -76 (If none purchased', lenve thnt item blank)
** Delivered price,

20.
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APPENDIX C

DESCRIPTION OF GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS

FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN

NORTH DAKOTA



1

DI IDE

I

Nc KEN ZI 1

N4%

DUNN

GOLDEN

VALLEY

RUING!

HITT !Mat

NOrall DAKOTA

PLC i DIMINO

WARD

CER

licLEAN

OLIVER

MORtON

HEM

v

SURIDki

4 41 ,

If09t1CP

CAVALIER

NM
N 1

EDDY

WILLI

NITER

4

r

DURLEICII cootti'

SIOV

riYONS

ITUTSYAN

CA1

nat10511

OLSON
CIA MO

1411OLIS

DECtri

1%;:t S

LAtiS03

SAC

DIC

I{



.1.

fr

J,

SELECTED REFERENCES

4



&ELECTED REPERENC

,Cerrito, 4ugust E. Handbook for Educati al Finance Managemlac
for the Stat. of New Yor Al any, Now York: New York
State Education Department ss, 1976.

Cohodes, Aaron, ad. 127 schools lump purchase orders together.
Nations 8chaOls, 1965% /11., 44-45.

Delano, John; Simpson, Georges; and Wiseman, William. How to save
money through.cooperat*ps purchasing. School Management,

1963, 1, 50-53.

Department of Public Instruction. North Dakota Educational
Directory 1975-76. Bismarck, North Dakota.

Department of Public Instruction. North Dakota Century School
Code., Bismarck, North Dakota, 1971.

Forsythe, Ralph A., and Hardin, Claude E. Development of Guidelines
for Cooperative Purchastng Agencies and Procedures for
Public School Tlistricts. Final Report. Waphington, p.c.Y
Office of Education (DREW), 1969. (ERIC Document Repro-
duction Service No. ED 029 485).

Hill, Frederick W. School Business Adminiatrationpin the Smaller
Community. Minneapolis: T. S. Dennison and Co., Inc.,
,1964.

Kentucky School thisiness Officials Association the Bureau of
Administration and Finance of the Ken uck Department of
Public Instruction. Purchasin Manu . January 1968.

Knezevich, Stephen J., id Fowlkes, John G. Business Managethent
of Local School Systems. New York: Harper and Brothers,
1969.

,Linn, Henry H. School Business Administration. New York: Ronald

Press Company, 1956. e

North Dakota School Study Council Minutes. (Obtained,from Grand
Forks Public Schools, Grand Forks, North Dakota.)
November 13-14, 1968.

Plotkin, Morris. Los Angeles City School District plan for
cooperative .purchasing. American School Board Journal,

,1941i 122, 47-48.

Whitt, Robert L. Structuring Education fqr Business Man ement.

Lincoln, Nebraska: Great Plains School Dist Organize-

tion Project, 1969. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service
No. ED 074 577).

32



Other reports available from the Bureau of Educational Rosearoh
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